Introduction
Customer loyalty is one of the main marketing tasks for every company (Evanschitzky et al., 2006) . Companies spend billions on the development of customers' loyalty, while scientists write numerous articles on this topic. For a long time, it was mainly related to B-2-C markets, but it seems that loyalty is essential for the business-to-business markets as well (Skarmeas et al., 2016; Vaitone-Vilkaite & Papsiene, 2016) . The previous research showed that satisfaction is the key determinant of customer loyalty (Wirtz et al., 2014; Askariazad & Babakhani, 2015) . However, Kumar et al. (2013) concluded that satisfaction was not sufficient to explain loyalty fully, and some additional factors had to be included for getting a complete picture. Importance of trust on customers' loyalty was analysed by Wu et al. (2015) and El-Manstrly (2016) . Other authors (Stan, 2015; Ram & Wu, 2016) have evaluated the impact of perceived switching costs on loyalty. The commitment was included in some studies as well (Lariviere et al., 2014; Wu et al., 2015) . Finally, some authors have argued that perceived quality could be crucial for reaching customers' loyalty (Biedenbach et al., 2015; Lai, 2015) .
Despite a number of previous studies, related to the understanding of the factors that drive customer loyalty (Caruana & Ewing, 2010; Ding et al., 2011; Gassmann & Oliver, 2011) , most of these studies were related to behavioural loyalty in the business-to-business context. DeMatos & Rossi (2008) noticed that unidimensional (behavioural) perception of loyalty is too narrow, and attitudinal loyalty should be taken into account when loyalty is measured. Moreover, various drivers could have a different impact on both types of loyalty (Gecti & Zengin, 2013 , Banyte et al., 2014 . Therefore, we conclude that existing theories could not explain which factors influence different types of loyalty. Thus, the scientific problem could be postulated in the following way: which of the predetermined factors (perceived switching costs, commitment, trust, perceived quality and satisfaction) influence attitudinal and behavioural loyalty in B-2-B market?
An analysis of the most recent scientific articles revealed that previous studies were somewhat fragmentary. The integrated approach, used in the research and data analysis, explains the interrelation of the analyzed variables and testifies the novelty of the article. Moreover, the impact of the factors mentioned above was measured in relation to the two types of loyalty. It is worth to notice that just a minority of previous studies, related to drivers of attitudinal and behavioural loyalty, were performed in the business-tobusiness markets. Thus, the research would be valuable for improving theoretical knowledge about drivers of loyalty in B-2-B context. Some authors (Blut et al., 2016; Lai, 2015; Lariviere et al., 2014; Ram & Wu, 2016) have argued that phenomena of loyalty and its drivers could highly depend on country's culture or level of development. Paparoidamis et al., (2017) have added that loyalty building is a contextspecific issue and might rely on the business traditions of a country. The Lithuanian B-2-B market is especially interesting for this research since it represents transition economies from Eastern Europe (Curi et al., 2016; Krasniqi & Desai 2016) .
The aim of the paper is to evaluate a direct and mediated impact of main drivers on two types of loyalty (attitudinal and behavioural) for B-2-B markets.
Research method: a narrative analysis of the scientific literature (Cronin et al., 2008) was applied for developing the theoretical analysis. A survey with the two-step procedure was used for gathering empirical data; multivariate regression analysis and PROCESS regression plug-in with bootstrap 10000 was used for evaluation of the impact of drivers on satisfaction, attitudinal and behavioural loyalty.
Theory and Hypothesis
Loyalty is a complex concept, and initial understanding of loyalty as repurchase behaviour is expanded to a psychological meaning of the phenomena, related to the psychological attachment to an object (Bandyopadhyay & Martell, 2007) . DeMatos & Rossi (2008) have noticed that unidimensional (behavioural) perception of loyalty is too narrow and could be influenced by some situational factors, which have an impact on customer's decision to use the same supplier (Caceres & Paparoidamis, 2007) . Attitudinal loyalty describes the customer's psychological attachment to a supplier (Rauyruen & Miller, 2007) . Cheng (2011) has stated that behavioural loyalty assures the conversion of customers' loyalty to sales, while attitudinal loyalty could have a positive effect on sales indirectly -through positive WOM. Some authors have concluded that behavioural and attitudinal loyalty are strongly related (Gecti & Zengin, 2013 , Huang & Zhang, 2008 , while other authors stated that attitudinal loyalty has a positive impact on behavioural loyalty (Caceres & Paparoidamis, 2007; Russel-Bennet et al., 2007) . By the information mentioned above, we claim the following:
H1 Attitudinal loyalty has a positive impact on behavioural loyalty.
Authors have analysed numerous factors that could have an impact on customers' loyalty (Bardauskaite, 2014; Yang, 2015; Janita & Miranda 2013) . Among these factors, the authors have usually mentioned satisfaction, perceived quality, trust, commitment and switching costs.
Satisfaction was usually mentioned as the main factor, which influences customers' loyalty (Lam et al., 2004 , Shi et al., 2011 Liu et al., 2011 , Banyte et al., 2014 . Satisfaction is perceived as a consequence of the customer's post-purchase evaluations of both tangible and intangible attributes of an object (Vazquez-Carrasco & Foxall, 2006) . Shi et al. (2011) have indicated the positive influences of satisfaction on loyalty. Satisfaction has a positive effect on the long-term relationships between customer and supplier (Lam et al., 2004) and increases purchasing intentions (Russel-Bennet, McColl-Kennedey & Coote 2007) . Satisfaction could also increase attitudinal loyalty through customer referrals (Oliver, 1993; Cheng, 2011 Olsen (2002) has noticed that the perception of quality is closely related to satisfaction. According to Parasuraman, Berry & Zeithalm (1993) , the main difference between satisfaction and perceived quality lies in the place of purchasing process -satisfaction comes after purchasing a product, while perceived quality emerges before it. Customers have some expectations related to the functional and technical characteristics of a product (Caceres & Paparoidamis, 2007) . However, the importance of these characteristics might differ depending on the type of products (Gounaris, 2005) . Technical aspects are more important for goods, since they are easily recognisable (Madu & Madu, 2005) , but functional features are more important for services. It is a rare case when B2B purchasing would include only the purchasing of goods. Thus, perceived functional quality seems to be a necessity rather than a sufficient condition for successful long-term relationships in B2B services (Briggs & Grisaffe, 2010; Huang, Leu & Farn 2008) .
Moreover, perceived quality has an indirect impact on loyalty -through satisfaction (Vaidyanathan & Devaraj (2008) . Therefore we expect that:
H4: Satisfaction mediates impact of perceived quality on loyalty.
Some authors state that customers continue to work with a supplier because of high switching costs. Switching costs could be both financial costs (Woisetschlager et al. 2011) and psychological inconvenience, related to the change of a supplier (Barroso & Picon, 2012) . If switching costs are high, a firm may bear more costs to change an existing partner, and is thus more inclined to maintain existing relationships . Lam et al., (2004) . Provided that everything else being the same, customers will be motivated to stay in the current relationship to minimize switching costs. Shi et al. (2011 ), Woisetschlager, Lentz & Evanschitzky (2011 have stated that switching costs was one of the most important drivers of loyalty. However, a part of switching barriers could be perceived as natural or even positive, since they arise from the customer's side (Egan, 2001) . Another part of these costs could have a negative attitude, since they were created by a supplier, like time requirements or penalties (Vazquez-Carrasco & Foxall, 2006) . Based on this, we suppose that:
H5: Switching costs have a negative impact on attitudinal loyalty.
H6: Switching costs have a positive impact on behavioural loyalty.
When the relationship between customer and vendor is considered important or it is desired to continue indefinitely, commitment appears (Friman et al., 2002; Morgan & Hunt, 1994) . Gounaris (2005) divides commitment into deducted and emotional. Fullerton (2011 ), Hur, Park & Kim (2010 have stated that emotional attachment has a stronger impact on loyalty than deducted one. However, Inoue, Funk & McDonald (2017) have found that commitment had a week negative impact on behavioural loyalty. In line with that, Mpinganjira, Roberts-Lombard & Svensson (2017) have discovered that commitment had an impact on satisfaction and it had a stronger correlation with non-economic than economic satisfaction. Importance of commitment for satisfaction was found by many studies (Farrelly & Quester, 2005; Johnson, Sivadas & Garbarino, 2008) . Farrelly & Quester (2005) have noted that evidence of high-level commitment should lead to higher levels of satisfaction with the relationship. Therefore, we assume that:
H7: Satisfaction mediates (at least partly) impact of commitment on attitudinal loyalty. Morgan & Hunt (1994) have pointed out that trust exists when one party has confidence in reliability and integrity of its exchange partner. Thus, a trust could be vital for having long-term relationships between buyers and suppliers (McKnight & Chervany, (2001) . Many authors have confirmed the importance of trust in business relationships (Denize & Young, 2007; Seppänen, Blomqvist & Sunqvist, 2007; Young, 2006) . Chen (2006) has separated trust into two categories: 1) trust as belief, attitude or expectation towards another party; or 2) trust as behavioural intention. Since trust could be found as expectation towards another party, some authors (Gummerus et al., 2004; Denga et al., 2010) have found it to be an important driving factor for customer satisfaction. In addition, Mpinganjira, RobertsLombard & Svennson (2017) have noticed a positive relationship between trust and both economical and noneconomical satisfaction. Other authors (Aurier & N'Goala, 2010; Theron, Terblanche, & Boshoff, 2008) have stated that trust mediates the entire impact of satisfaction on longterm relationships. Such results show that trust can work as a consequence of previous relations with a supplier and have an influence on attitudinal loyalty. However, trust can work as a behaviour intention as well. Aurier & N'Goala (2010) have reported that trust directly influences service usage and cross-buying, while some studies have found a direct relationship between trust and loyalty (Carter et al., 2014; Paparoidamis, Katsikeas & Chumpitaz, 2017; Jan & Abdullah, 2014) . On the basis of these findings, we assume the following:
H8: Satisfaction mediates (at least partly) impact of trust on loyalty. 
Research Methodology
The subject of the survey were clients of a company, which is a representative of a global automotive glass repair and replacement company. It supplies vehicle glass for car services and repairs or replaces them in a local market.
The research instrument included several scales for measurement of selected variables. One scale (five statements) was used for analysis of satisfaction. The statements were taken from Ping (1993) and Lam et al. (2004) , and high reliability was noticed (Cronbach's alpha α=0.941). Another two dependent variables were attitudinal and behavioural loyalty. Four statements for measurement of attitudinal loyalty and five for behavioural loyalty were adapted from Cronin, Brady & Hult (2000) , Zeithaml, Berry & Parasurman (1993) and Lam et al. (2004) . Both scales were reliable (α=0.927 for attitudinal and α=0.889 behavioural loyalty). Several variables were treated as independent variables. Perceived quality was measured by five statements, adapted from Hallikas et al. (2014) and Parasuraman, Berry & Zeithalm (1993) (α=0.827) . Another scale was used for the evaluation of trust. It had four statements, taken from Liu, Guo & Le (2011) and Fullerton (2011) (α=0.901) . Five statements were used for measurement of switching costs, which were adapted from Lam et al. (2004) and Fullerton (2011) and had reasonable reliability (α=0.900). Finally, the commitment was evaluated, using four statements, adapted from Pan, Sheng & Xie (2012) and Fullerton (2011) , which had excellent reliability as well (α=0.830). All statements have been measured on a five-point Likert scale from 'totally disagree' to 'totally agree'.
The two-stage sampling procedure was applied for the selection of respondents. During the first step, respondents were selected by two criteria -clients had to be companies, and companies which have bought three and more times per year. Such selection enabled to choose clients, who have purchased repeatedly. A sample contained 358 companies. Since companies had a number of employees, it was essential to find a correct employee, who would have an experience of working with a vendor. All companies were contacted, and the right person was selected in each company. Depending on a company's size, directors, managers or supply managers were selected as respondents. Each respondent was invited to take part in a survey by phone. 284 respondents agreed to participate in a survey. During the second stage, the data collection was performed by internet survey. 105 responses were collected, or response rate was 37 %, which is quite typical for business studies (Alejandro et al., 2011; Caceres & Paparoidamis, 2007; Eggert & Helm 2001) . In addition, four questionnaires were filled incorrectly. Thus 101 responses were used for further analysis.
The distribution of respondents is presented in Table 1 . Due to the specifics of the company, the main part of respondents were companies, performing transportation services (both cargoes and people). Other two large groups were car-services and car leasing and insurance companies. Finally, 27 % of companies were retailing, wholesaling or manufacturing companies, which had a big fleet of cars. Distribution of respondents according to the size of a company was almost equal. Participating companies were customers of the vendor for 4.07 years on average. Just 9 % of respondents were women due to business specifics. Age of respondents was 41.66. More than half of respondents (56 %) were directors, 25 % were managers and 19 % technical personnel. 
Findings
The main issue of the research was to identify the factors, which have an influence on customers' intention to repeat purchasing from a supplier. Out of the selected 6 factors (attitudinal loyalty, satisfaction, trust, switching costs, commitment, and quality), just the first four influenced customers' behavioural loyalty (R 2 =0.81, F(6)= 63.86, p<0.001). Two most influential factors on behavioural loyalty were attitudinal loyalty (t=3.99, p=0.000) and satisfaction (t=3.95, p=0.000) (see Table 2 ). However, the high value of VIF for satisfaction suppose that attitudinal loyalty and satisfaction are highly related, which means satisfaction could have an indirect impact on behavioural loyalty. To check the mediation impact of attitudinal loyalty on satisfactionbehavioural loyalty relationship (as well as other mediation effects), the PROCESS regression plug-in with bootstrap 10000 was used (Hayes, 2013 (Gecti & Zengin, 2013 , Huang & Zhang, 2008 Caceres & Paparoidamis, 2007; Russel-Bennet, McColl -Kennedy & Coote, 2007) .
Trust was another influential factor (t=2.80, p=0.006). Such a result confirms the findings of the previous studies (Aurier & N'Goala, 2010) . Thus, we can conclude that intention to rely on a supplier's ability to fulfill its implicit and explicit promises plays an important role for B-2-B environment. Finally, the results proved that switching costs has a positive effect (t=2.68, p=0.009) on an intention to continue business with an existing supplier. It supports H6 and the findings of Shi, Chen & Ma (2011 ), Woisetschlager, Lentz & Evanschitzky (2012 . As was expected, and corresponding to the theory of planned behaviour, attitudinal loyalty had a very strong impact on behavioural loyalty. Therefore, we should understand, which factors create customers' attitudinal loyalty. Three out of five analysed factors had an impact on attitudinal loyalty (R 2 =0.69, F(5)= 41.61, p<0.001) (see Table 3 ). In line with this theory, we have found that the most important factor for creating attitudinal loyalty is satisfaction (t=5.80, p=0.000). Thus we can accept H2.
Some authors have stated that commitment will have an impact on loyalty (Bardauskaite, 2014) . The results proved the expectation that commitment had an impact on attitudinal loyalty (t=2.698, p=0.008). These results prove Mpinganjira et al., (2017) findings that commitment is more related to the perception than to the real behavioural intentions. Switching costs influenced attitudinal loyalty as well, and this supports the findings of Woisetschlager, Lentz & Evanschitzky (2012) . Switching costs has a negative impact on attitudinal loyalty in contrast to behavioural loyalty (H5 is proved). As Vazquez-Carrasco & Foxall (2006) have stated, high switching costs could have a negative impact on the perception of a supplier. The final part of the research was related to the analysis of factors that could have an impact on customers' satisfaction. Two factors had an impact on satisfaction (R 2 =0.63, F(2)=82.96, p<0.001) (see Table 4 ). Quality perception had a strong influence on satisfaction (t=6.878, p=0.000), which supposes that quality had only an indirect impact on behavioural and attitudinal loyalty. The PROCESS regression was used for analysis of the direct and indirect impact of quality on behavioural and attitudinal loyalty. Perceived quality had no direct influence on attitudinal loyalty (c'=0.1782, 95 % CI [-0.0257, 0.3821], t=1.7349, p=0.0859) or behavioural loyalty (c'=0.1519, 95 % CI [-0.0506, 0.3545], t=1.4885, p=0.1399 The results show that commitment had a strong impact on satisfaction (t=5.518, p=0.000). Such results go in line with the results of other authors (Farrelly & Quester, 2005; Johnson et al., 2008) . However, the commitment had no direct impact on behavioural loyalty (see Table 2 ), which means that commitment had an indirect impact on behavioural loyalty (through satisfaction). In the case of attitudinal loyalty, the commitment had a direct and indirect impact on it. To check the mediation impact of satisfaction on commitment -attitudinal loyalty relationship, the PROCESS regression plug-in with bootstrap 10000 was used (Hayes, 2013) . Analysis of the mediation impact of satisfaction showed that a partial mediation. Commitment had direct influence on attitudinal loyalty (c'=0.1982, 95 % CI [0.0778, 0.3185], t=3.27, p=0.0015) . In addition, commitment had indirect influence on dependent variable through the mediator -satisfaction (a*b=0.3101, 95% CI [0.2178, 0.4192] ). The mediation effect was strong and statistically significant (Z=5.78, p<0.001, R 2 _med=0.41). So we can conclude that hypothesis H7 was proved. To check the mediation impact of satisfaction on trustloyalty relationship, the PROCESS regression plug-in with bootstrap 10000 was used (Hayes, 2013 
Discussions and Conclusions
The research aimed to find out which of the factorssatisfaction, trust, switching costs, commitment, and quality, -have the biggest impact on attitudinal and behavioural loyalty in the B2B market. The B2B environment was chosen for the research due to a small number of previous studies on attitudinal and behavioural loyalty aspects, conducted in a B2B context. A narrative analysis of past surveys has shown that all these factors are important for increasing customer loyalty in the B2B market. High coefficients of determination proved the importance of the selected variables for the determination of the main drivers of loyalty. However, these drivers acted in a quite different way, depending on the type of loyalty. The performed analysis supported all hypothesized relationships. It has emerged that different factors had an impact on behavioural and attitudinal loyalty. Attitudinal loyalty, trust, perceived switching costs have confirmed their importance for customers' repeat purchase. Meanwhile, attitudinal loyalty is driven by satisfaction, commitment and perceived switching costs.
Satisfaction. Satisfaction has been found to be the most relevant to attitudinal loyalty. The analysis reveals that acting through attitudinal loyalty, satisfaction affects behavioural loyalty, which supports previous findings (Banyte, Tarute & Taujinskyte, 2014; Liu, Guo & Le, 2011 ). However, it should be noted that satisfaction also has a direct impact on behavioural loyalty. It means that, by splitting the attitudinal and behavioural loyalty, more accurate research results can be obtained.
Switching costs. Switching costs have a negative effect on attitudinal loyalty, but their impact on behavioural loyalty is a positive one. That means that rising switching costs will force consumers to buy, but switching costs were negatively related to attitude towards the supplier. Thus, the business participants should also keep in mind the finding of the research, that an increase in the switching costs might have a negative influence on emotional attachment to suppliers.
Trust. The study has shown that trust has a direct impact on attitudinal loyalty. It is important to note, however, that trust also has an indirect effect on both types of loyalty through the mediation of satisfaction. Such results confirm the findings of the previous studies (Vaidyanathan & Devaraj, 2008) . Satisfaction as mediator was important for trust -loyalty relationship as well. Even though just partial mediation was noticed in this case, but the indirect effect of trust on attitudinal loyalty was stronger than the direct effect. The importance of trust on loyalty confirms the findings of the previous studies (Paparoidamis, Katsikeas, Chumpitaz, 2017; Denga et al., 2010; Mpinganjira, Roberts-Lombard & Svensson, 2017 , Banyte, Tarute & Taujinskyte 2014 . It implies that suppliers' ability to fulfill their promises is essential for repeat purchases in business practice. Therefore, the B-2-B service companies should keep in mind that the promises for repeat purchase are paved before it, e.g., during negotiations, making an agreement, etc.
Perceived quality. As the analysis shows, perceived quality does not have a direct impact on loyalty. However, it had an indirect influence on loyalty through the mediatorsatisfaction. Such results confirm the findings of the previous studies (Vaidyanathan & Devaraj, 2008) . This means that the better the consumer values the quality, the higher the satisfaction, which in itself might mean a favourable attitude towards the supplier and positive effect on the purchase behaviour.
Commitment. The commitment had a strong direct impact on attitudinal loyalty, but an indirect effect on attitudinal loyalty (through satisfaction) was even stronger. However, the commitment had no direct impact on behavioural loyalty, which goes in line with the results of Mpinganjira, Roberts-Lombard & Svensson (2017) . Thus, we can conclude that commitment is more related to the perception than to the real behavioural intentions.
Overall, both types of loyalty are affected by satisfaction and trust. By analysing the attitudinal and behavioural loyalty from different perspectives, it has emerged that attitudinal loyalty is directly affected by satisfaction, commitment, and trust, while the greatest impact on behavioural loyalty have come from switching costs and satisfaction. The study shows that perceived quality has no direct impact on loyalty, but due to the perceived quality impact on satisfaction, its relationships with loyalty are intensifying. It is important to note that satisfaction, acting as a mediating factor, strengthens the impact of other factors on both types of loyalty, which was analysed in the studies of other scholars. Despite the contributions of this study, some research limitations must be noticed. The research was limited to one business area -transport-related B-2-B companies. Such limitations suggest an opportunity for researching different industries. This study is subject to geographical limitation as well since it was performed only in Lithuania. There is a risk that due to different countries and continents with their respective business environments, the attributes, which are perceived as important for their relationship to behavioural and attitudinal loyalty, might also differ. Therefore, it is recommended to conduct a cross-cultural analysis of these factors and their impact on both types of loyalty in a B2B setting.
